1. Introduction {#sec0005}
===============

Globalization and competition have resulted in economic pressure for organizations to restructure their operations, and in a shift toward more flexible types of employment \[[@ref001]\]. The resulting unstable and uncertain conditions may increase the worker's perceived job insecurity (hereafter job insecurity) \[[@ref004]\]. Job insecurity refers to the experienced threat of involuntarily losing one's job \[[@ref007]\] and is identified in the European Union as a potential psychosocial occupational hazard \[[@ref009]\] that is likely to increase in the years to come \[[@ref011]\].

Studies consistently found job insecurity to be a major work stressor that has negative consequences on physical health, psychological well-being, and job attitudes such as organizational commitment and job satisfaction \[[@ref013]\]. In addition, the finding that job insecurity is a stressor causing strain is in line with theoretical models such as the Job Demands-Resources Model (hereafter JD-R Model) \[[@ref022]\]. Job insecurity can be conceptualized subjectively (i.e. perceptions and feelings about the situation) and objectively (i.e. factual information about the situation) \[[@ref023]\]. According to the literature, perceived job insecurity, instead of the objective situation, primarily influences attitudes and behaviors of employees \[[@ref023]\]. Perceptions of fear and threat to job dismissal are therefore better anchored by the subjective approach and may not be captured by objective measurement \[[@ref023]\]. Therefore, some workers may fear job loss while dismissal is objectively unlikely, others may feel confident that dismissal does not affect them personally while the firm is on the verge of a reorganization \[[@ref020]\].

While the effects of job insecurity on health and well-being have been studied extensively, far less is known about the impact on perceived job performance (hereafter job performance) \[[@ref003]\]. Job performance refers to meeting predictable or formalized role requirements at the individual level \[[@ref028]\]. This conceptualization however differs from organizational commitment behaviors, where extra-role performance refers to performing courteous activities such as helping colleagues, which, although not directly formalized in job descriptions, are still invaluable to the firm \[[@ref029]\]. Job performance can be assessed as the perceived judgment (e.g., overall quality and quantity of performed work) or as an objective measurement (e.g., the number of performed standardized acts) \[[@ref030]\]. Researchers agree that objective measures may be unreliable, inconsistent, and may fail to assess the full range of work tasks and performance behaviors \[[@ref030]\]. Therefore, these shortcomings make that perceived performance evaluations, while not perfect either, are often preferred \[[@ref031]\]. Because employees are more likely to act according to their perception of their work environment, the subjective experience of job insecurity may therefore be an important determinant of job performance \[[@ref035]\].

Given that job insecurity is projected to increase in subsequent years, understanding the relationship between job insecurity and job performance is crucial to maintain individual performance \[[@ref002]\], and for the continued existence, sustained competitiveness, and ongoing goal attainment of organizations \[[@ref036]\]. However, to date, inconsistent associations have been found between job insecurity and job performance. For example, Gilboa et al. \[[@ref013]\] reported a negative correlation, while no association was found by Sverke et al. \[[@ref015]\]. In contrast, Probst \[[@ref037]\] suggests that job insecurity may have a small positive influence, but at the cost of decreased quality of output.

In the literature, two conflicting views regarding the nature of the relationship between job insecurity and job performance exist that researchers have not yet been able to fully understand nor synthesize \[[@ref027]\]. One stream of literature \[[@ref038]\] argue for positive associations between job insecurity and job performance, suggesting that workers who experience job insecurity increase their job performance to avoid possible job loss \[[@ref001]\]. This aligns with the "short-term managerial view", where managers may use job insecurity to motivate workers. Engaging in impression management tactics may be effective to reduce job insecurity and to socially influence the work environment, with the objective to control and diminish the risk of involuntary job loss \[[@ref041]\]. On the other hand, various scholars have found negative associations that indicate that if one perceives a possible discontinuation of one's job, emotional and mental processes are triggered that drain the employee's energy and that deflect the worker's attention to regaining certainty, thereby decreasing performance \[[@ref012]\]. In line with this perspective, managers should be more aware that job insecurity and low job performance are harmful to both the employee and organization \[[@ref001]\].

Overall, both views are inconsistent, but may be reconciled when taking the timeframe into account. Given the role of impression management, positive associations may reflect short-term effects, especially when investigated cross-sectionally. On the other hand, in line with the JD-R Model, it may require time for the stressor job insecurity to exhaust available coping resources and to develop a mental and emotional burden that exerts a negative effect on job performance. This implies that a prospective cohort design, which includes the measurement of job insecurity at baseline and that allows longitudinal analyses, is required to investigate the assumed long-term relationships accurately \[[@ref044]\]. A serious shortcoming in the literature is however the study design, as associations between job insecurity and job performance are often only measured cross-sectionally \[[@ref027]\]. Therefore, evaluating the role of time, by separating cross-sectional associations and longitudinal relationships, may provide more clarity about these conflicting views.

Furthermore, the duration of exposure to job insecurity, essentially another aspect of time, may provide more insight into these conflicting views. While job insecurity itself has been studied abundantly, longitudinal measurement of its duration remains scarce \[[@ref048]\]. Selenko et al. \[[@ref027]\] report that still no insight exists into the outcomes of long-term chronic job insecurity. Since the duration of exposure to job insecurity may vary, investigations using different time windows may yield incongruent and inconsistent results \[[@ref048]\]. To address this shortcoming, Glavin \[[@ref048]\] proposed that the nature and severity of health-related outcomes may be influenced by the length of exposure to job insecurity, and found evidence for decreased health among chronically exposed workers. To my awareness, the duration of such exposure has been studied scarcely, but not yet in relation with the outcome job performance. Therefore, in line with the JD-R Model, I posit that job performance is most negatively affected among chronic job insecure workers.

Hence, the purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of time in explaining the ambiguous views about the relationship of perceived job insecurity and perceived job performance. Two hypotheses were formulated to address two important shortcomings in the literature. First, I investigated the cross-sectional and longitudinal associations between job insecurity and job performance (operationalized as core task performance and productivity loss). I hypothesized a positive relation short-time, and a negative relation long-term. Second, I aimed to advance scientific knowledge by considering the effect of the duration of job insecurity, and propose that negative job performance is reflected most in workers who are chronically exposed to job insecurity. The gained insights may contribute to a more sustainable work participation of employees and may increase managerial awareness about the possible individual outcomes of job insecurity.

2. Methods {#sec0010}
==========

2.1. Sampling and procedures {#sec0015}
----------------------------

Data were drawn from the ongoing Dutch prospective Maastricht Cohort Study (MCS), which started in May 1998 and was conducted in line with the ethical standards of the Declaration of Helsinki \[[@ref049]\]. The MCS studies fatigue among workers and is carried out by Maastricht University \[[@ref049]\]. The objectives of the MCS are fourfold, namely "(1) to gain insight into the prevalence and incidence of prolonged fatigue in the working population, (2) to identify risk factors involved in the onset and natural course of fatigue in the working population, (3) to investigate the diagnosis of fatigue, and (4) to study the effectiveness of different treatments of fatigue" \[[@ref049]\].

Although the data of the MCS were not specifically collected for the analyses in the present study. I believe that there are no ethical issues involved in the use of these data for this purpose.

Sampling of workers for the survey was performed by approaching firms and organizations in various industries to invite them to participate in the MCS \[[@ref049]\]. After 45 organizations consented to participation, their employees were approached to participate in the MCS \[[@ref049]\]. Eligible workers were males and females aged 18--65, who contractually worked at least 16 hours per week \[[@ref049]\]. Workers with a temporary contract were excluded \[[@ref049]\]. This resulted in approximately 27,000 potential participants \[[@ref049]\].

At baseline measurement, 12,140 participants aged 18 to 65 years, working at 45 different Dutch organizations in various sectors (civil service, education, healthcare, industry, public transport, services, and transport) with at least 100 workers were included in the MCS, providing a large and heterogeneous population \[[@ref050]\].

In the present study, the measurement in October 2012 (*N* = 4,783) (T~1~) \[[@ref052]\] was selected as study baseline, because it was accompanied with an extension of the MCS that included various concepts required for this study. The follow-up period was two years, defining the October 2014 (T~2~) wave as follow-up. At this next measurement, subjects who earlier reported permanent retirement were no longer sent questionnaires. Of the targeted cohort participants who were presumed to be still employed (*n* = 3,450), 2,945 (85 %) responded \[[@ref052]\].

To establish a homogenous sample, strict inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied. Eligible participants worked at least 26 hours per week and reported an unchanged work situation at T~2~ (in terms of employer, type of employment, primary responsibilities, and contractual conditions such as working hours and shift work) compared to study baseline. For additional verification, if the organization name changed at T~2~, efforts were made to investigate its cause. Respondents were only included if a new organization name was adopted that did not result from mergers that could have profoundly influenced policies, culture, and labor relations. Permanent employment may provide higher levels of predictability, control, and stability, which may result in lower perceived job insecurity, whereas this may be lower among workers with temporary contracts \[[@ref011]\]. Therefore, only participants with a permanent contract were included. Furthermore, eligible respondents participated in study baseline and follow-up, had no missing values, did not report "unknown" or "not applicable" for organization size at T~1~, and did not report "not applicable" for productivity loss at both T~1~ and T~2~. Participants were excluded when having multiple jobs, (partial) retired, (partial) sickness or disability benefits, sabbatical leave, pregnant, pregnancy leave, (partial) parental leave, or being self-employed. This resulted in a sample of 928 (32 %) participants at study baseline.

2.2. Measures {#sec0020}
-------------

*Job insecurity* was measured with the self-report item "Do you fear to lose your job in the foreseeable future?" (no, yes), translated from the Questionnaire on the Experience and Evaluation of Work (QEEW) \[[@ref054]\]. The instrument provides insight into how workers perceive their work and well-being. The dataset only contained job insecurity as a single binary variable.

*Job performance* was gauged using two measures, to address the limitation of studies employing different operationalizations for this multidimensional construct, which may explain the inconsistent findings \[[@ref012]\]. First, individual core task performance was measured using four items from Dyne et al. \[[@ref057]\]. To facilitate self-report, items were reformulated from the perspective of supervisor to the employee. The items "I fulfil the responsibilities specific to my job description", "I perform the tasks that are expected as part of the job", "I meet performance expectations", and "I adequately complete responsibilities" were rated on a scale from 1 ("Completely disagree") to 7 ("Completely agree"). The Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.94 at T~1~ and 0.95 at T~2~. Second, productivity loss was measured with the self-report item "My current productivity has compared to one year ago" from Fouarge et al. \[[@ref058]\]. To avoid unsubstantiated ratings, the original scale was modified from 100 points to four categories ("decreased", "remain unchanged", "increased", and "not applicable"). The conceptual difference between these operationalizations is the applicable reference. The primary focus of core task performance is the evaluation of achieving minimum outputs that are formalized in job descriptions \[[@ref029]\]. Productivity loss is however a broader and more subjective concept that, in addition to formalized core task performance, also considers prior productivity levels. Therefore, a worker reporting productivity loss may still perform the required work, but at a lower level of productivity than before.

2.3. Confounders {#sec0025}
----------------

Analyses were adjusted for personal characteristics and work-related factors, measured by self-report at T~1~ \[[@ref016]\]. Personal characteristics include gender, age, household composition ("Do you live alone?" no, yes), and highest level of education achieved in 2012 that is categorized as low (elementary and lower vocational school), medium (lower secondary, intermediate vocational, and secondary school), and high (higher vocational school and university) \[[@ref052]\].

Work-related factors include regular working hours (between 07:00 and 19:00, no, yes), physical job demands ("Do you consider your work physically very strenuous?" no, yes) translated from the Questionnaire on Work and Health \[[@ref060]\], and emotional job demands ("Are you in your work often confronted with things that touch you personally?" no, yes) from the QEEW \[[@ref054]\] that was translated and slightly modified to emphasize the frequency "often". Psychological job demands were measured with five self-report items from the validated Dutch version of the Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) \[[@ref061]\]. Items were rated from 1 ("Completely disagree") to 4 ("Completely agree"). An example item is "I have sufficient time to finish my work". Decision latitude was measured as the sum of the subscales decision authority and skill discretion; its self-report items were also derived from the Dutch version of the JCQ and were rated equally. Decision authority was measured using three items (e.g., "My job allows me to make many decisions myself.") and skill discretion was gauged with six items (e.g., "My job requires that I learn new things.").

2.4. Statistical analyses {#sec0030}
-------------------------

Data were analyzed for inclusion and exclusion criteria. The presence of Type I errors (i.e. false positives, e.g., pregnant males) was verified, and entries with impossible combinations were eliminated.

### 2.4.1. Cross-sectional analyses {#sec0035}

Linear regression analysis was performed to test the cross-sectional association between job insecurity and core task performance at T~1~. In addition, logistic regression analysis was used to assess the association between job insecurity and productivity loss at T~1~. For productivity loss, the categories "remain unchanged" and "increased" were grouped and treated as the reference category. In both analyses, two models were used to estimate the association. Model 1 estimated the association between job insecurity and the dependent variable at T~1~, and adjusted for personal characteristics. Model 2 additionally adjusted the estimates for work-related factors.

### 2.4.2. Longitudinal analyses {#sec0040}

Longitudinal effects of job insecurity on core task performance at two-year follow-up were investigated using linear regression analysis. Four models were used to estimate the relationship. Model 1 estimated the relationship between job insecurity at T~1~ and core task performance at T~2~, and adjusted for personal characteristics. Model 2 in addition adjusted the estimates for work-related factors. In line with the stepwise approach specified by Aiken et al. \[[@ref063]\], model 3 in addition controlled for core task performance at T~1~, and job insecurity at T~2~ was additionally controlled for in model 4.

Logistic regression analysis was performed to assess the relationship between job insecurity and productivity loss at two-year follow-up. Participants who reported productivity loss at T~1~ were excluded, resulting in a dataset of 870 subjects. Three models were used to estimate the relationship. Model 1 estimated the effect of job insecurity at T~1~ and productivity loss at T~2~, and adjusted for personal characteristics. In model 2, the estimates were additionally adjusted for work-related factors. Model 3 in addition controlled for job insecurity at T~2~. Since respondents who reported productivity loss at T~1~ were excluded, controlling for these baseline levels was not meaningful.

### 2.4.3. Duration analyses {#sec0045}

The two-year duration of exposure to job insecurity was computed using four ordinal values: Chronic (insecure at both T~1~ and T~2~), previous (insecure at T~1~, but not at T~2~), recent (insecure at T~2~, but not at T~1~), and never (not insecure at T~1~ or T~2~). Respondents categorized as never job insecure were treated as the reference category.

The relationship between the duration of job insecurity and core task performance at two-year follow-up was investigated using linear regression analysis, and was estimated using three models. Model 1 estimated the relationship between the duration of job insecurity and core task performance at T~2~, and adjusted for personal characteristics. Model 2 in addition adjusted the estimates for work-related factors, and model 3 additionally controlled for core task performance at T~1~.

Logistic regression analysis was performed to assess the relationship between the duration of job insecurity and productivity loss at two-year follow-up. Participants who reported productivity loss at T~1~ were excluded. Two models were used to estimate the relationship. Model 1 estimated the relationship of duration of job insecurity and productivity loss at T~2~, and adjusted for personal characteristics. Model 2 additionally adjusted the estimates for work-related factors.

For all analyses, data were verified to meet the specific underlying statistical assumptions. Data were analyzed using SPSS Statistics (Version 24.0; Armonk, NY: IBM Corp).

3. Results {#sec0050}
==========

3.1. Descriptive results {#sec0055}
------------------------

[Table 1](#wor-66-wor203145-t001){ref-type="table"} presents the population characteristics at study baseline. The majority of participants were older and male; relatively few people reported job insecurity. Two-year exposure to chronic job insecurity was 4.1 percent, while more than 80 percent was identified as not insecure over two years. Self-reported core task performance was very high. Compared to the foregoing year, productivity of the majority of respondents remained unchanged, more than one-fifth perceived an increase, and 6.3 percent reported productivity loss.

###### 

Study population at baseline measurement (October 2012) (*n* = 928)

                                                            \%     M     SD
  ------------------------------------------------------- ------ ------ -----
  Gender                                                                
    Male                                                   78.7         
    Female                                                 21.3         
  Age                                                             52.8   5.6
  Living alone                                                          
    Yes                                                    10.3         
    No                                                     89.7         
  Education level achieved in 2012                                      
    Low                                                    2.0          
    Medium                                                 20.4         
    High                                                   77.6         
  Average working hours per week                                        
    More than 40 hours                                     24.5         
    36--40 hours                                           54.1         
    26--35 hours                                           21.4         
  Regular working hours                                                 
    Yes                                                    87.9         
    No                                                     12.1         
  Frequent work at night (after 11:00 PM)                               
    Yes                                                    10.1         
    No                                                     89.9         
  Physical job demands                                                  
    Yes                                                    18.3         
    No                                                     81.7         
  Emotional job demands                                                 
    Yes                                                    23.2         
    No                                                     76.8         
  Psychological job demands (12--48)                              31.8   5.7
  Decision latitude (24--96)                                      76.3   9.7
    Decision authority (12--48)                                   38.0   6.2
    Skill discretion (12--48)                                     38.3   4.8
  Organization size of all national offices                             
    1 -- 9 employees                                       0.8          
    10 -- 49 employees                                     4.3          
    50 -- 249 employees                                    8.1          
    250 -- 499 employees                                   10.9         
    500 -- 1999 employees                                  35.3         
    2000 or more                                           40.6         
  Job insecurity                                                        
    Yes                                                    12.2         
    No                                                     87.8         
  Duration of job insecurity (between 2012 and 2014)^a^                 
    Chronic                                                4.1          
    Previous                                               8.1          
    Recent                                                 6.5          
    Never                                                  81.4         
  Core task performance (4--28)                                   25.3   3.4
  Productivity loss (compared to one year ago)^a^                       
    Decreased                                              6.3          
    Remain unchanged                                       71.7         
    Increased                                              22.1         

^a^Due to rounding, the sum is 100.1 percent.

3.2. Cross-sectional results {#sec0060}
----------------------------

Job insecurity was not associated with core task performance at study baseline ([Table 2](#wor-66-wor203145-t002){ref-type="table"}). In contrast, job insecurity was associated with a more than two times larger productivity loss. The association remained significant after adjusting for personal and work-related factors. Therefore, in the cross-sectional timeframe, job insecurity was associated only with productivity loss.

###### 

Linear regression coefficients for cross-sectional association between job insecurity and core task performance, and logistic regression coefficients for cross-sectional association between job insecurity and productivity loss^a^ (October 2012) (*n* = 928)

                    Core task performance   Productivity loss                                                                                                      
  ---------------- ----------------------- ------------------- ------- --------- ------- ------- ------------- ------- ------- ------- ----------- ------- ------- -------
  Job insecurity           --0.035                0.341         0.289   --0.022   0.337   0.490   2.378^\*\*^   0.009   1.243   4.551   2.232^\*^   0.019   1.141   4.367

Model 1, relationship of job insecurity at 2012 and the dependent variable at 2012; adjusted for personal characteristics: gender, age, living alone, and education achieved in 2012. Model 2, additionally adjusted for work-related factors: regular working hours, physical job demands, emotional job demands, psychological job demands, and decision latitude. β, Standardized Beta. SE, Standard Error. OR, Odds Ratio. 95 % CI, 95 percent Confidence Interval. ^a^Remain unchanged and increased were grouped, and treated as reference category. ^\*^*p* \< 0.05; ^\*\*^*p* \< 0.01; ^\*\*\*^*p* \< 0.001.

3.3. Longitudinal results {#sec0065}
-------------------------

Job insecurity was not related with core task performance two years later ([Table 3](#wor-66-wor203145-t003){ref-type="table"}). However, the relationship between job security and productivity loss two years later was significant (*p* = 0.050) ([Table 4](#wor-66-wor203145-t004){ref-type="table"}). At T~2~, productivity loss was more than two times larger.

###### 

Linear regression coefficients for relationship of both job insecurity and duration of job insecurity with core task performance at two-year follow-up (October 2012 to October 2014) (*n* = 928)

                                     Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   Model 4                                                            
  --------------------------------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ------- ------- --------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
  Job insecurity                      0.010     0.361     0.764     0.021    0.360   0.511    0.027    0.350   0.401   0.025   0.364   0.452
  Duration of job insecurity                                                                                                          
    Never (*n* = 755) (reference)       0                             0                         0                                     
    Chronic (*n* = 38)                0.029     0.597     0.373     0.045    0.595   0.169    0.037    0.580   0.246                  
    Previous (*n* = 75)              --0.010    0.435     0.758    --0.006   0.432   0.855    0.006    0.421   0.840                  
    Recent (*n* = 60)                --0.017    0.484     0.598    --0.013   0.482   0.685   --0.011   0.469   0.742                  

Model 1, relationship of the independent variable at 2012 and core task performance at 2014; adjusted for personal characteristics: gender, age, living alone, and education achieved in 2012. Model 2, additionally adjusted for work-related factors: regular working hours, physical job demands, emotional job demands, psychological job demands, and decision latitude. Model 3, additionally controlled for core task performance at 2012. Model 4, additionally controlled for job insecurity at 2014. β, Standardized Beta. SE, Standard Error. ^\*^*p* \< 0.05; ^\*\*^*p* \< 0.01; ^\*\*\*^*p* \< 0.001.

###### 

Logistic regression coefficients for relationship of both job insecurity and duration of job insecurity with productivity loss^a^ at two-year follow-up (October 2012 to October 2014) (*n* = 870)

                                     Model 1   Model 2   Model 3                                                                  
  --------------------------------- --------- --------- --------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
  Job insecurity                      1.881     0.104     0.877    4.034   1.767   0.154   0.808   3.865   2.264   0.050   1.000   5.125
  Duration of job insecurity                                                                                                      
    Never (*n* = 715) (reference)       0                                    0                                                    
    Chronic (*n* = 33)                1.099     0.901     0.251    4.805   0.909   0.900   0.203   4.062                          
    Previous (*n* = 66)               2.151     0.080     0.913    5.071   2.137   0.091   0.887   5.152                          
    Recent (*n* = 56)                 0.282     0.222     0.037    2.154   0.256   0.191   0.033   1.971                          

Model 1, relationship of the independent variable at 2012 and productivity loss at 2014; adjusted for personal characteristics: gender, age, living alone, and education achieved in 2012. Model 2, additionally adjusted for work-related factors: regular working hours, physical job demands, emotional job demands, psychological job demands, and decision latitude. Model 3, additionally controlled for job insecurity at 2014. OR, Odds Ratio. 95 % CI, 95 percent Confidence Interval. ^a^Remain unchanged and increased were grouped, and treated as reference category. ^\*^*p* \< 0.05; ^\*\*^*p* \< 0.01; ^\*\*\*^*p* \< 0.001.

3.4. Duration results {#sec0070}
---------------------

The duration of job insecurity (chronic, previous, and recent) did not predict core task performance ([Table 3](#wor-66-wor203145-t003){ref-type="table"}) or productivity loss ([Table 4](#wor-66-wor203145-t004){ref-type="table"}) two years later.

In sum, results indicate that short-term, job insecurity was only associated with productivity loss at study baseline, but not with core task performance. In addition, job insecurity only predicted productivity loss at two-years follow-up, but it did not predict core task performance. Furthermore, chronic job insecurity did not result in lower levels of core task performance or in most productivity loss.

4. Discussion {#sec0075}
=============

This study investigated the effect of time in explaining the conflicting relationship of perceived job insecurity and perceived job performance using longitudinal data of a large homogenous sample. In addition, the influence of two-year exposure to job insecurity on job performance was examined, and it was hypothesized that chronic job insecurity negatively impacts job performance most. To address the limitations of earlier research, job performance was operationalized as core task performance and as productivity loss.

First, cross-sectional results suggest that job insecurity was associated with a more than doubled risk for productivity loss. Furthermore, results indicate that job insecurity was not associated with more core task performance. This finding may suggest that when feeling job insecure, employees still perform the required work, but at a lower level of productivity than before. These findings contradict the literature regarding the "short-term managerial view" \[[@ref038]\], which says that job insecure workers are likely to increase their job performance to avoid involuntary job loss \[[@ref001]\]. Instead, the findings corroborate other scholars \[[@ref012]\] regarding stress-related theories, and suggest that applying the stressor job insecurity to workers as motivational strategy may actually impede job performance in the short-term, while employees are likely to still maintain the minimum performance required by their job profile.

Second, longitudinal analyses showed that job insecurity was not related with higher core task performance. However, a significant causal effect of job insecurity on productivity loss two years later was observed, resulting in a more than doubled productivity loss. The latter finding suggests that experiencing job insecurity can indeed exhaust available resources to cope with experienced job insecurity long-term, which eventually results in decreased job performance \[[@ref012]\]. This finding corroborates other researchers who reported that job insecurity can be harmful \[[@ref001]\]. Furthermore, this finding is remarkable, because it specifically implies that experiencing job insecurity can adversely impact job performance several years into the future. Similarly, from a managerial perspective, this finding may suggest that job insecurity should be avoided, since it can reduce the performance of the individual worker, and thereby also impact the performance of the entire organization. Therefore, I conclude that job insecurity resulted in a decreased productivity two-years later, while the worker was likely to maintain the least required performance as defined by their job profile.

To illustrate the observed importance of time in these relationships, Barrech et al. \[[@ref064]\] found in a similar study on well-being that experienced job insecurity has a significant long-term influence on subjective well-being 20 years later when the individual was retired, and corrected their analyses for a wide range of potential confounders. In addition, to more accurately measure the concepts in the present study, job insecurity and job performance were assessed using self-report by the employee. The importance of perceptions is also illustrated by a Danish study among slaughterhouse workers \[[@ref065]\], which reports that the perception of one's own working conditions was clearly associated with sickness absence.

Contrary to the reported findings, the literature however suggests that job performance may not be the direct consequence of job insecurity, but that the relationship may be mediated instead \[[@ref027]\]. In this light, Shoss \[[@ref067]\] recently published a conceptual model that positions performance as a rather distal outcome of job insecurity, of which the causal relationship is assumed to be mediated by stress-related mechanisms. Therefore, engaging in tactics such as impression management, to cope with stress, anxiety, and discomfort resulting from the threatening job insecurity, and attempting to gain control by altering the image of the employee perceived by his supervisor, may increase task-irrelevant cognitions and behavior, shift attention, and decrease the worker's concentration \[[@ref013]\]. These coping activities and perceptions of job insecurity require time and ongoing effort that may eventually drain the employee's energy, resulting in increased psychological distress and prolonged fatigue \[[@ref012]\]. Prolonged fatigue refers to the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral subjective experience of persistent exhaustion \[[@ref050]\], and often involves abandoning work \[[@ref072]\]. The proposed negative longitudinal relationship between job insecurity and job performance may therefore be better understood when the mediating effect of prolonged fatigue is considered. When fatigue has accumulated as a result of experienced stress, less energy may be available to maintain performance at work, which may subsequently exert a negative influence on job performance \[[@ref012]\]. In line with the JD-R Model, prolonged fatigue may therefore act as an important mediator between the stressor and outcome, which helps to better understand the precise pathway between job insecurity and job performance.

Third, duration analyses found no longitudinal relationships between the two-year duration of exposure to job insecurity (chronic, previous, and recent), and core task performance or productivity loss. In addition, compared to other lengths of job insecurity, chronic job insecurity, where the worker was job insecure at both T~1~ and T~2~, did not significantly predict the least job performance. This finding contradicts Glavin \[[@ref048]\], who proposed that the nature and severity of outcomes may be influenced by the length of exposure to job insecurity, and found that mainly chronic job insecure workers suffer from decreased health. Their finding is in line with the JD-R Model \[[@ref075]\], that positions job-related strain (i.e. job insecurity) as outcome of the interaction of job demands and job resources (e.g., the level of education and employability). Instead, the findings suggest that the factor time, operationalized as the duration of job insecurity over two years, may not have a role in these relationships.

Establishing the duration of job insecurity using two measurements at two-year follow-up may however been insufficient to precisely determine chronic exposure over two years. Therefore, this follow-up period was perhaps too long. As a result, the evolution and fluctuation of job insecurity during the intermediate years, and the continuous presence of job insecurity over two years, was difficult to establish.

4.1. Strengths and limitations {#sec0080}
------------------------------

This study had three noteworthy strengths.

First, in line with the literature, and to provide a more trustworthy measurement of the constructs, job insecurity and job performance were conceptualized as the self-reported perception. Self-rated perceptions by the employee were considered optimal because, contrary to objective measures reported externally (e.g., by his supervisor or colleagues), the former considered the conscious and unconscious thoughts, feelings, and emotions of the individual employee. This information was required to understand and predict employee behavior \[[@ref023]\]. However, to overcome potential same-source bias in self-reported job performance, future studies should also consider supervisor judgments.

Second, to address the shortcoming that job performance in literature often is operationalized differently \[[@ref012]\], and that researchers therefore may yield inconsistent results, this study operationalized this multidimensional construct as core task performance and as productivity loss. Results indicate that is was beneficial to investigate both operationalizations, since the results indeed yielded more insight into these two dimensions of job performance.

Third, the study has a large sample and a longitudinal design, which facilitated the estimation of the effect of time on the relationship of job insecurity and job performance.

This study also has several limitations.

First, the majority of participants (87.8 %) reported no job insecurity, 81.4 percent was not job insecure over two years, and only 4.1 percent was identified as chronic job insecure. Furthermore, in the Netherlands, where stringent occupational dismissal law applies to permanent contracts, royal unemployment benefits exist, and employers are obligated to bear full (financial) responsibility for their employees during the initial two years of sickness absence, perceived job insecurity may be lower than elsewhere. Therefore, the sample may not represent precarious workers, but was instead populated by a majority of employees reporting no job insecurity, and who are employed in a social and political environment that stimulates and enforces the reduction of job insecurity. The reported findings have limited external validity and should without proper consideration not be generalized to other populations nor to workers in other countries.

Second, similar to the presence of job insecurity, the sample was homogenous but not distributed evenly with regard to several characteristics, which may influence the internal and external validity of the reported findings. The majority of participants were male (78.7 %), had a higher mean age (52.8 years), were highly educated (77.6 %) while only 2.0 percent had a low educational level, and 87.9 percent worked regular hours. Therefore, without proper consideration, findings should not be generalized to female, young, or low educated workers, nor to employees with irregular working hours.

Third, because the questionnaire used in October 2012 (study baseline) was extended with constructs required for this study, and only data of one subsequent follow-up (October 2014) was yet available, it was not possible to examine different follow-up periods, to analyze fluctuations and trends in self-reported ratings over multiple years, nor to calculate other durations of exposure to job insecurity.

Finally, the potential presence of the healthy worker effect cannot be ruled out completely. As previously discussed, no new participants were accepted once the MCS had commenced in 1998. Because these subjects still participated in this cohort study 14 (in 2012) and 16 (in 2014) years later, and were still employed in 2016 (although not necessarily the same employer as in 1998), this may indicate that respondents have been able to successfully withstand or adjust to the situations that they were confronted with in the intermediate years.

4.2. Conclusions and implications {#sec0085}
---------------------------------

To conclude, job insecurity was only associated with productivity loss short-term. No evidence was found for the association with core task performance. Job insecurity only predicted productivity loss at two-year follow-up, but was not related with core task performance. For both timeframes, job insecurity consistently had a more than two times larger effect on productivity loss. However, the duration of job insecurity, and in particular chronic job insecurity, did not predict core task performance or productivity loss two years later. The factor time, operationalized as time of follow-up and as the duration of exposure to job insecurity, did not provide more clarity concerning the conflicting views.

In practice, supervisors should reconcile to be more reluctant toward utilizing debatable motivational strategies that aim to increase job performance by applying job insecurity to their workers. Given the observed strong effect of job insecurity on productivity loss, both short-term and long-term, the large theoretical ambiguity about the nature of this association, the scarcity of literature addressing the longitudinal relationship, and given the existing and abundant evidence that job insecurity has a negative long-term impact on health-related outcomes, such motivational strategies may not be beneficial, and may instead unintendedly impede individual and organizational performance. Until such motivational strategies are found harmless, supervisors and workers should remain cautious and ought to consider avoiding job insecurity where possible. In addition, the findings have limited external validity and should without proper consideration not be generalized to female, young, or low educated workers, to employees working irregular hours, to other populations than were studied, nor to workers in other countries.

Based on the reported advancements, I first recommend the investigation of long-term relationships using a follow-up shorter than two years. Second, research addressing the duration of job insecurity remains scarce. Further research should therefore investigate the duration of the experienced job insecurity using a timeframe shorter than two years, and should examine the subsequent effect on perceived job performance. Third, the mediating role of prolonged fatigue, which is suggested by, and fits well in, existing health-related literature, should receive more theoretical attention. The measurement should preferably include three data waves, where job insecurity is examined at T~1~, prolonged fatigue is assessed at T~2~, and job performance is investigated at T~3~. Fourth, future studies should also investigate the importance of buffers (i.e. the level of education, perceived employability, age, and gender) in these relationships. Lastly, given that applicable protective public policy provisions and strictly enforced occupational dismissal legislation in the Netherlands may decrease job insecurity, cross-national replication of this study could gain more insight into the effects of such national programs on the perceived job insecurity and on the subsequent perceived job performance of workers.
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